
MARCH–APRIL 2001 COURT NEWS8

Back From the Future, Implementing the Vision: CJAC 2001
“The future is a progression of all that precedes it. To
expand our thinking, we must expand our frame of ref-
erence. Our reach should always be beyond our grasp.”

These messages helped to define the theme of the 2001
California Judicial Administration Conference (CJAC),
which took place January 31–February 2 in San Diego.
The conference provided an opportunity for court lead-
ers from around the state to share their experiences and
identify strategies for meeting future challenges. The
varied workshops and plenary sessions covered issues
such as budgets, court-media relationships, employers’
concerns, court facilities, appellate matters, liability and
risk management, managing family law cases, pro pers,
concerns of rural courts, technology, Court Appointed
Special Advocates, probation issues, and many others.

Court News provides a glimpse of the conference. For
more information on CJAC 2001, visit the Serranus Web
site at http://serranus.courtinfo.ca.gov. Photos: Thomas
Kurtz

Court as Employer
The workshop titled “Looking at the Fu-
ture: Employee Issues as the Employer”
provided an opportunity for participants to
discuss the courts’ new role as an employer
and other issues stemming from Senate Bill
2140. Presenters advised court leaders to
examine existing (county) personnel rules
and confer with union representatives to
formulate specific guidelines for their

courts. Panelists from the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) discussed how
they are assisting trial courts by developing sample manuals for employee classifi-
cations and salaries. In addition, by July 2001, the AOC plans to create workers’ com-
pensation insurance for the trial courts. Workshop leaders were (left to right)
Rochelle S. Terrell, Manager of Human Resources and Training, Superior Court of
Ventura County; Hazel Ann Reimche, Senior Analyst, AOC Human Resources Divi-
sion; Cliff L. Tillman, Jr., Executive Director of Local 415, Service Employees Interna-
tional Union; and Barbara S. de Oddone, Managing Shareholder, Littler Mendelson. 

Look Outside Your Industry
Keynote speaker Edward D. Barlow, Jr., a futurist
and think-tank facilitator, encouraged the courts to
strengthen their ability to prepare for the future
and to build the capacity to reinvent themselves. He
shared his perspective on the future role of the
court system—which, in his view, is to create better
communities through successful judicial practices.
He challenged court leaders to “add value-added
services to the public, look past your tenure to the
future, and remember that 80 percent of what you

need to know to make your business successful is outside your industry and pro-
fessional experience.”

Communicate the Vision
Nationally recognized leadership consultant Desi
Williamson reminded CJAC participants that inspira-
tion comes from the inside out. He told his audience of
court leaders and court employers that leadership in-
volves “living the vision, communicating the vision, and
understanding that the new currency is ideas.” He also
suggested that court employers need to listen empa-
thetically to their employees, provide positive feed-

back, celebrate successes, and remember that we lead people and manage things.

Privacy vs. Public Access
The “Public Access to Court Records” work-
shop provided information on the courts’
obligations in responding to requests for in-
formation related to court cases and matters
of court administration. Panelists suggested
that current court policies are guided by the
First Amendment and the Public Records Act
(even though courts are not specifically cov-
ered by the act, they attempt to follow the

spirit of it). The issues discussed included the increased demand for accountabil-
ity, new rules that balance the interests of privacy and public access, and access to
electronic files. Leading the presentation were Patrick O’Donnell (left) and Michael
Fischer, attorneys from the AOC’s Office of the General Counsel.

Facilitating Family Law
Presenters at the workshop “Managing
Family Law Cases: Who’s in Charge, Recog-
nizing the Issues, and Changing the Proc-
ess” discussed the importance of setting up
an inclusive process for all those involved in
the family court system to address com-
plaints about the system. The panelists sug-
gested that—to bring together different
perspectives—each court establish a com-
mittee comprising judges, attorneys, and
the general public. In addition, to help

cases reach a timely conclusion, they suggested that courts institute highly struc-
tured case management systems like those used for fast-tracking civil dockets. The
panel consisted of (left to right) Superior Court of El Dorado County Presiding
Judge Suzanne Kingsbury; Superior Court of El Dorado County Commissioner
Gregory Ward Dwyer; Superior Court of San Diego County Presiding Judge Wayne
L. Peterson; and Superior Court of Santa Clara County Presiding Judge Jack Komar.

Covering the Courts
At the “Court-Media Relationship: Living in a Public
Fishbowl” workshop, representatives from the news
media and the courts emphasized trust and improved
communication to ensure accurate reporting to the
public. Reporters acknowledged that legal decisions
are often complex and that timely information is
sometimes difficult to garner from the courts. In ad-
dition, they encouraged judges to inform them of fac-

tual inaccuracies in stories through a court representative such as the public
information officer. Discussions also addressed the topics of gag orders, cameras in
the courts, and court-media committees. The media panelists were Channel 4 News
Reporter Manny A. Medrano (left) and Los Angeles Times Staff Writer Jean Guccione.  

Genetics and the Law
Keynote speaker Linda K. Ashworth closed the con-
ference with a presentation on genetics and the
courts. She discussed three major areas of science in
terms of their effects on the court system: behavioral
genetics and its impact on criminal law; genetic sus-
ceptibility and employment law; and human cloning
and family law. Other issues on the genetic frontier
that will be litigated in the courts include genetically

modified foods, genetic privacy, bioremediation, and the patenting of life.

Managing Risk
Presenters at the “Liability and Risk Man-
agement: Avoidance and Pitfalls” workshop
reminded participants that the  Office of the
General Counsel (OGC) is now responsible
for ensuring that courts receive timely, high-
quality legal assistance. They advised the au-
dience to immediately notify OGC of any
claims or lawsuits and to contact OGC for ad-
vice if it is believed that a dispute has the
potential to become a lawsuit. Panelists in-

cluded (left to right) Superior Court of Imperial County Executive Officer Lyla
Corfman; Superior Court of Los Angeles County Judge Thomas I. McKnew, Jr.; and
OGC Attorney Donna Clay-Conti.

Source: Suzanne Masica
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KAREN THORSON

As a member of the judicial
branch, you have surely had

times when:
◆ You needed educational

content immediately but it was
not available;

◆ You wanted to attend a
program or conference that of-
fered content directly related to
what you do, but the necessary
time commitment or funding
was prohibitive;

◆ You attended a program
and wanted more detailed infor-
mation or a mechanism for review-
ing the content after an attempt
to implement what you learned.

We have all experienced
these frustrations. Traditional
delivery of educational content
is not always timed to meet our
individual needs or the specific
needs of our court, and the loca-

tions of traditional programming
frequently put burdensome de-
mands on our time and funding.  

In addition to the issues of
timing and location, increasingly
greater educational content is
needed. The role of a judge has
never been more complex. The
role of a court executive has
never been more crucial. And
the roles of court staff have
never been more demanding.
The public calls upon us for im-
proved service.  Other branches
of government call upon us for
more accountability. And we de-
mand increasingly higher levels
of excellence from ourselves.
The need for accessible training
and education in the judicial
branch has never been greater. 

The Administrative Office of
the Courts’ (AOC) Education Di-
vision/Center for Judicial Edu-
cation and Research (CJER) has

a long history of producing high-
quality, traditionally delivered
programs, and these programs
will always be the backbone of
judicial branch education in Cal-
ifornia. But traditional delivery
of training and education cannot
meet the increased demands.
Because of these demands, the
frequent need for immediate ac-
cess to educational content, and
the size of the judicial branch in
California, the Education Divi-
sion/CJER is expanding its de-
livery of educational content
through distance education. We
will develop at least four distance
education delivery mechanisms:
computer-based training, video
broadcasting via satellite, video-
conferencing via phone lines,
and video/workbook packages.

We have asked the court ex-
ecutive in each county to assist us
by identifying one or more individ-

uals in the court with whom we
can work to ensure that distance
delivery of educational content
is accessible for every judge, court
executive, and staff member.

Distance education repre-
sents a relatively recent ap-
proach to learning but one that
is effective, is accessible, and can
be tailored for local and/or indi-
vidual use. The hope of the Edu-
cation Division/CJER is to become
a more valuable resource for
courts by providing an array of
distance education options that
will supplement our current tra-
ditional delivery. This will be an
evolutionary process and will
not diminish the quality or
quantity of our existing pro-
grams. Distance education offers
an exciting opportunity for us to
better serve the individuals who
make California’s courts the best
they can be. ■

MESSAGE FROM THE AOC’S EDUCATION DIRECTOR 

The Move Toward Distance Learning

Karen Thorson

BLAINE CORREN

From e-filing to court Web
sites, advances in the rela-

tionship between technology and
the law have already changed the
services that courts provide to
the public. But technology is also
changing the way courts conduct
their internal business. Included
in the changes are new methods
of educating and training court
personnel.

In order to advance educa-
tional opportunities for Califor-
nia’s courts, the Administrative
Office of the Courts (AOC) is in-
augurating a new program of
distance learning with a satellite
broadcast titled Juries: Strate-
gies for Better Trials. This first-
of-its-kind effort from the AOC,
which is scheduled for May 25,
2001, will bring together judges,
attorneys, and jury experts via a
satellite broadcast originating in
San Francisco and downlinked
to multiple court sites through-
out California. 

The satellite broadcast on
jury improvements will include
video segments, faculty presen-
tations, panel discussions, and
question-and-answer sessions.
Additionally, facilitators at local
sites will lead their sites’ students
in discussion sessions and learn-
ing exercises.

“The satellite broadcast is
educational,” says John Larson,
Senior Court Services Analyst in
the AOC’s Trial Court Programs
Division. “During the broadcast,
participants will analyze a range
of jury practices and assess
which are applicable and appro-
priate for their courts.”

This inaugural satellite
broadcast is tailored for bench
officers who conduct jury trials.
They will learn about the jury in-
novations that are available, how
other courts are utilizing them,
and their potential advantages.

Subjects to be discussed include
juror note-taking, commentary
during the trial, whether open-
ing statements should be made
to the entire juror panel, and ju-
rors’ questioning of witnesses.
For those who cannot participate
in the live session, broadcast
footage and materials will be
made available on videotape and
through Serranus, the California
courts’ private Web site, at http:
//serranus.courtinfo.ca.gov.

DISTANCE LEARNING
The Judicial Council has allo-
cated $870,000 from the Judicial
Administration Efficiency and
Modernization Fund to assist
county courts in developing local
satellite links. Juries: Strategies
for Better Trials will be the first
in a series of satellite-broadcast
educational events and will
demonstrate this new method
for delivering educational infor-
mation to California’s judiciary
and court staff. 

The goals of distance learn-
ing technology, such as satellite
broadcasts, are to provide in-
creased educational opportunities
for a new and broader audience
and to present timely informa-
tion that is easily accessible.

In addition to satellite
broadcasts, the AOC’s Education
Division/Center for Judicial Ed-
ucation and Research (CJER) is
developing other forms of dis-
tance education for the judicial
branch. For instance, Judicial
Branch Radio (JBRadio) trans-
fers material taught in the class-
room to the Web. It is now
available on the Serranus Web
site at http://serranus.courtinfo
.ca.gov/education/jbradio, pro-
viding online access to selected
topics presented in CJER pro-
grams. It includes audio and
video recordings of presenta-
tions, written materials that are
easily downloaded, and links to

faculty e-mail addresses, which
allow users to interact with pro-
gram presenters.

In addition to JBRadio,
court personnel are eligible to
sign up for the Learn2.com and
Syntrio.com online educational
programs. Learn2.com’s licensed
courses and tutorials teach users
all aspects of software applica-
tions, including Microsoft Word,
Access, Outlook, and PowerPoint.
Syntrio.com courses are self-
directed and cover topics such as
time management, listening
skills, preventing sexual harass-
ment, and customer service. Se-
rial numbers and passwords are
required to view these courses.
Individuals designated as CJER
contacts in each court distribute
the serial numbers and pass-
words to court staff and provide
feedback regarding the effec-
tiveness of the programs.

CJER has also developed a
new Web site that will serve as a

clearinghouse for online educa-
tion and training resources for
local court staff. The COMET
(Court Online Mentoring, Edu-
cation, and Training) site will in-
clude an online, interactive
version of the Basic In-Service
Training  Manual; course mate-
rials from the Court Clerks’
Training Institute; a comprehen-
sive listing of courses and edu-
cation programs offered by
courts throughout the state; a
page devoted to the professional
development of court trainers;
and access to Web-based courses
and tutorials on computer soft-
ware and professional develop-
ment. COMET is currently being
reviewed and tested before it is
made available to all court per-
sonnel.

● For more information,
contact Gavin Lane, Education
Division, 415-865-7793, e-mail:
gavin.lane@jud.ca.gov. ■

On-Air Technologies Deliver Judicial Education

What Is Distance Education?
Distance education is generally defined as educational content delivered with the
faculty in one location and the learners in another. Following are some examples
of distance education and the advantages of each.

Computer-Based Training
Computer-based programs provide easy access to educational content as needed.
The content is reusable for remedial work or reference and is easily updated. 

Satellite Broadcasting
Satellite broadcasting allows courts to convene unique groups of learners to re-
ceive specific content. Faculty can simultaneously reach large numbers of individu-
als statewide and, because of the local groupings, participate in a forum for
discussing the application of content to local needs.

Videoconferencing
Videoconferencing enables faculty and learners to see and hear each other, and it
allows learners at different sites to discuss issues with each other.

Video/Workbook
A video/workbook package is a low-technology approach that provides the learner
with a self-paced program of reusable content.

Source: Education Division/CJER, Administrative Office of the Courts

The satellite broadcast
of Juries: Strategies for
Better Trials will be
aired in the following
California counties:
Fresno, Los Angeles,
Napa, Orange, Riverside,
Sacramento, San Diego,
San Francisco, San Luis
Obispo, Santa Clara,
Shasta, and Sutter.

● For information on
specific times and loca-
tions of the broadcast,
contact CJER at 415-
865-7745.
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Since 1991, when Justice Richard
D. Aldrich left his civil litigation
practice of 28 years to become a
judge in the Superior Court of
Ventura County, judicial educa-
tion has played an important role
in his career on the bench. 

It was in that same year that
he first became involved in the
California Judicial College, now
known as the Bernard E. Witkin
California Judicial College. After
then-Judge Aldrich took his first
course from the college, then-
Dean John Kennedy asked him
to teach a class in civil settlement
techniques. He has been teaching
it ever since. He has also taught
many courses for the Center for
Judicial Education and Research
(CJER) and has participated on
a panel on complex litigation for
the Los Angeles County Bar As-
sociation’s business litigation
section and the Association of
Business Trial Lawyers.

Justice Aldrich was appointed
to the Court of Appeal, Second
Appellate District, in 1994. Sub-
sequently he has chaired numer-
ous Judicial Council task forces
and committees, including the
Select Committee on Trial Court
Coordination Implementation,
Business Court Study Task Force,
Case Management and Delay
Reduction Subcommittee, Civil
and Small Claims Advisory
Committee, and Complex Civil
Litigation Task Force. In 1998
Chief Justice Ronald M. George
appointed him to the Judicial
Council, where he is currently a
member of the Executive and
Planning Committee and serves
as the liaison to the CJER Gov-
erning Committee.

Court News spoke with Jus-
tice Aldrich on the topic of judi-
cial education.  

What role does CJER play
in carrying out the Judi-
cial Council’s long-term
goals and Strategic Plan?

CJER is the educational division
of the AOC and is responsible for
developing and maintaining a
comprehensive educational pro-
gram for California’s judicial
branch. Its role is to enhance the
quality of justice by providing
educational services that rein-
force the unique role of judicial
officers and court staff and en-
hance their decision-making
skills, encourage uniformity in
judicial procedure, and promote
access and fairness throughout
the court system.

CJER has been consistently
challenged by the changes in ju-
dicial administration in California
in the last 12 years or so. These
changes have included delay
reduction and differential case
management in 1989; trial court

coordination implementation in
1995; state funding of the trial
courts and a complex litigation pi-
lot court in 1999; and full trial
court unification in 2000–2001.
CJER has provided the education
necessary to enable presiding
judges and administrators to keep
up with these changes.

Why is it important for
judges to get involved in
judicial education?

The law is constantly evolving.
One need only read the advance
sheets to appreciate the volume
of cases that are being decided
each week. A case is certified for
publication because it repre-
sents a change in the law, a clar-
ification of a point of law, or an
attempt to resolve a conflict in
the law. Judicial education is the
most effective way for judges to
maintain their level of under-
standing of these changing pat-
terns; it allows them to remain
“ahead of the learning curve.” 

Judges are also hearing a di-
verse caseload due to changes in
assignments. A judge might be
assigned to the criminal division
one year and to civil the next. In
the civil courts a judge might be
assigned to hear complex litiga-
tion, general civil law, family law,
or writs and receivers. CJER offers
courses in all of these specialties.

It is also important for
judges to become teachers and
pass along their expertise. CJER
has been successful in attracting
bright, talented judges to teach
the continuing education courses.
Becoming a teacher is also the
best way to learn. It never ceases
to amaze me how much I learn
when preparing to teach a course. 

What impact has trial
court unification had on
the need for judicial edu-
cation?

Unification presents both chal-
lenges and opportunities to our
state’s judiciary. One of the goals
of unification is to improve and
more fully utilize judicial re-
sources. Everyone always knew
there were extremely capable
judges who were prevented from
handling certain assignments
because of jurisdictional limita-
tions. One of CJER’s challenges
is to develop courses that pro-
vide judges with the educational
tools they need to hear cases
across jurisdictional lines.

How has judicial education
changed since you joined
the bench a decade ago?

When I started in 1991, much of
continuing judicial education
was conducted through either
lecture format or a “talking heads”

type of panel where there was
little, if any, interaction between
teachers and students. Shortly
thereafter, the CJER governing
board decided to implement an in-
teractive, curriculum-based teach-
ing format. This methodology
required that teachers submit
lesson plans breaking curricula
into timed segments. It also
sought to encourage students’ in-
volvement in the class. This
technique involves the use of hy-
potheticals and problem solving.
Examples are taken from actual
problems that a judge is likely to
encounter. The use of checklists
and scripts is encouraged. Sem-
inar groups are used to supple-
ment classroom sessions. It is
during these groups that students
can apply, analyze, and critique
the subject matter of the courses.

The Civil Settlement Tech-
niques course at the Bernard E.
Witkin California Judicial Col-
lege has always been popular.
Most of the course is interactive,
as we conduct a real settlement
conference with attorneys, claims
people, and clients (usually
available by phone). The attor-
neys provide us with settlement
conference statements in advance.
We then distribute them to the
students. We divide the class into
small groups, with half of each
group taking the part of the
plaintiff’s attorney and the other
representing the defendant. One
of the students takes the part of
the judge. They then try to settle
the case, and if they are success-
ful, each group arrives at a set-
tlement figure.

Later the attorneys and claims
people arrive, and we conduct
the actual settlement conference
without informing them what
the class has already decided
about the case. After the confer-
ence, if the case settles, we com-
pare the class’s figures with the
actual settlement figures. This is
an excellent learning tool be-
cause everyone has an opportu-
nity to be involved in the process.

You chaired the Califor-
nia Judicial Administra-
tion Conference (CJAC)
planning committee in
1998 and were also a mem-
ber of the committee in
1997. Why is this confer-
ence valuable to the judi-
cial community?

The biggest challenge we face
today is developing the ability to
adapt to change. Under the lead-
ership of Chief Justice George
and former Chief Justice Mal-
colm Lucas, the judicial system
has undergone a sea change in
the way it does business. CJER
assists the Judicial Council in
achieving its goal of developing

new and innovative procedures
to make the system more user-
friendly and to reduce the cost of
litigation.

CJAC is valuable because it
is the one time of year when all
of those most closely involved
with the court system can come
together to learn and to network.
The best way for CJER to carry
out its mission of enhancing
decision-making skills, encour-
aging uniformity in judicial pro-
cedure, and promoting access
and fairness throughout the court
system is to have court leaders
compare and discuss “best prac-
tices” in the state.

CJAC is also a learning ses-
sion where participants hear
from nationally recognized ex-
perts in judicial administration.
Subjects range from unification
to budgeting, complex litigation,
and court technology. In addi-
tion, the conference provides an
opportunity for court administra-
tors and judges to network and
exchange ideas for improving the
way the courts serve the public.
For example, it is a showcase for
the recipients of the Ralph N.
Kleps Awards, which are pre-
sented each year to counties that
have demonstrated their com-
mitment to the improvement of
the administration of justice by
implementing imaginative and
innovative programs in their ju-
risdictions. Much can be learned
from these presentations.

How do California’s judi-
cial education programs
compare with those in
other states?

While I have not made an in-
depth study of judicial education
programs in all other states, I did
have an opportunity to study
some of these programs as chair
of the Judicial Council’s Busi-
ness Court Study Task Force in
1994. At that time, Chief Justice
Lucas asked the task force to
study the feasibility and the de-
sirability of establishing business
courts in California similar to those
in Delaware, Illinois, New York,
and Pennsylvania. While the
council ultimately decided against
establishing a business court here
and instead adopted the plan for
creating complex litigation courts,
I found that we are far ahead of
all these states in terms of judicial
education. I think the principal
reason for this is that California
has been the most innovative in
such areas as delay reduction,
differential case management,
community outreach, trial court
funding, and unification.

How do you see judicial
education changing over
the next few years?

There is a pressing need for
courts to fully utilize the tech-
nology that currently exists and
to educate judges, administra-
tors, and court staff so they can
take advantage of it. However,
we have come so far, so quickly,
in institutionalizing changes in
our court system that in many
areas we are ahead of the tech-

Justice Richard D.
Aldrich

Court of Appeal,
Second

Appellate District 
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